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CORRESPONDENCE. 

I am grateful to Professor Milton W. Humphreys for his remarks on my 
report of L's readings in the Antigone ; criticism on this part of an editor's 
work cannot be too microscopic ; indeed, in one sense it is never so valuable 
as when it corrects the mistakes which are most easily overlooked. I should 
have been content, however, to await another opportunity of expressing these 
acknowledgments, did it not seem to me that this criticism was in some 
measure liable to a construction which the critic himself did not intend. A 
reader who had not time or inclination to analyse it with due attention might 
easily fail, I think, to appreciate justly its bearing on my work as a whole. 

The defects in my report of L which the reviewer notices are chiefly of two 
kinds. First, inaccuracies. Here I wish merely to point out the nature and 
the extent of those which he cites (14 in all). An apostrophe has once been 
wrongly omitted (verse 213), and once wrongly added (1301) ; four [or three ?] 
accents have been wrongly reported (4S2, 864, 1288, 966 [?]) ; two accents have 
been wrongly omitted (614, 884), and one accent has been wrongly added (673) ; 
in one word a letter has been misread (969) ; in another word a letter has been 
wrongly added (834) ; a mis-spelling has not been mentioned (1189 ti/iaalooi); 
and in two instances a note, correct in itself, has inadvertently been attached 
to the wrong verse (5 instead of 4; 207 instead of 210). 

I say nothing in extenuation of these errors ; I am extremely glad to have 
them pointed out : all I wish to observe is, that in no case do they affect a doubt- 
ful reading ; and that, even if they were rather more numerous, slips of this 
kind could not fairly be taken as detracting much from the general value of a 
collation in a play containing 1 352 lines. No one with a reasonable sense of 
proportion would dream of impugning the general accuracy of the reviewer 
because, in quoting, with inverted commas, from my note on Ant. 207, he has 
ascribed to me the phrase, ' written on the margin,' where ' on ' ought to be 
'in'; or because (on p. 505, top line) his koiv' ought to be nolv', and raid', in 
the same line, rav6'. 

Secondly, he notices inconsistencies. Some examples of an error in L are 
mentioned by me, while other examples of the same error receive no mention. 
The errors of L are chiefly of these classes : false accents ; mis-spelling ; 
forms of words which, though correct in themselves, are out of place (as 
yTiUTrav for yTiucoav, or jiiaov where metre requires fiiaaov); wrong division, 
or fusion, of words ; neglect of elision ; r', instead of 8', before an aspirate ; 
wrong addition or omission of v efsTiKvariKov, or of 1 adscriptum ; intrusion of 
&', etc. ; peculiar punctuation. The general rule which I have followed (as 
stated in O. T. Introd. p. Ivii, 2d ed., §5) has been to report such errors only 
(a) when they had some bearing on the formation of the text, or (i) when they 
seemed specially noteworthy on other grounds. In this second case, it would 
have been difficult to frame an absolutely rigorous rule ; and a critic is entitled 
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to argue that I ought to have reported all such things, or none of them. I 
preferred a middle course, involving the exercise of discretion, because to 
record all the myriad errors of this kind in L would have overloaded my notes ; 
and because, on the other hand, I thought that the principal types of error 
might advantageously be indicated. The reviewer remarks that, before he 
had access to the facsimile of L, the reports of L (mine included) which were 
available would not have enabled him 'to constitute a text of the Antigone'; 
he laboured ' under serious misapprehensions.' Now, if ' a text of the Antigone' 
here means, ' a text identical in every detail (including errors) with the text of 
L,' such a text could be constructed only from a complete and exact transcript 
of L. But if the text to be constructed is a text as near to what Sophocles 
wrote as can be derived from L, then the reports of L merit the constructor's 
blame only in so far as they ignore, or cite incorrectly, anything in L which 
is relevant to that purpose. I do not think that the reviewer has proved my 
report guilty of any important failure in this respect. He suggests, indeed, 
the following instances, (i) Ant. 220 ova eanv ovto> p,wpo( of Qavelv ipa. Here 
L has otiruf, and I do not notice it. ovtus, as the reviewer says, 'may be cor- 
rect.' But, if it is so, it is an almost solitary exception ; for, where this adverb 
precedes a consonant, L gives ovtu in upwards of 30 places, and oirwc only in 
El. 1296 (cp. Ellendt, p. 588). Here, moreover, euphony pleads against the 
sigmatism. (2) Ant. 428 qparo rolat TvovpyOv k^upyaap-kvoi^. Here L has rolaiv. 
So it sometimes adds the v even where metre forbids (as in Ant. 402). But 
few students of the poet, I think, will deem it likely that he wrote Tolaiv, rather 
than rolat, here. (3) In Ant. 599 L has, as I report, iaxarag imcp pifrac. The 
conject. oxep might seem to be commended by this accent, and therefore the 
reviewer thinks that another instance of VKsp for imep (viz. that in Ant. 105) 
should have been noticed. Possibly ; but, to my mind, the argument which 
the context furnishes against bwtp supersedes any appeal to the accent of imep. 
(4) In Ant. 966 I notice the supposed accent of ireAayeuv in support of the 
conjecture ireTiayei. Previous collators concur in saying that L has ireXayeav — 
as it stands in the lemma of the schol. The reviewer holds that L really 
means trzkaykun). After weighing the evidence, I think that he may be right. 
But at any rate a dilemma overthrows my claim to press the accent ; for if it 
is TTsMyeuv here, then it must be ■Ktkayiun) in Ai. 702 also, where there is no 
question of nelayu. Still, the case for irzlayei is by no means one which stands 
or falls with the accent. 

The reviewer justly says that, when any given peculiarity of spelling or 
accentuation is the general rule in a MS., this fact ought to be stated when any 
particular instance of it is quoted ; otherwise what is usual may seem excep- 
tional. Thus it is true, as he points out, that L 'regularly' [i. e. 'as a rule'] 
treats ov-e and p.r/re as ov ts and p.i) re : hence ov ri tov, not ovre tov. I may 
observe, however, that the rule is not absolute. Thus in O. T. 1455 we find 
fii/re /t' (though ib. 332 ov rt a'). Again, rqvde is certainly more frequent in L 
than rijvSe. Yet, besides the instance of Tqmh which the reviewer quotes (Ant. 
805), there are some others. I do not adduce Ant. 930 or El. 802, where TrjvSe 
has been made from T^vde. But it was always rr/vde in Tr. 4U,Ai. 113, 583 ; and 
rijvSe in Tr. 483, Ai. 28. As regards the air' in Ant. 462, the reviewer's remarks 
are excellent; he has made it highly probable, or certain, that the scribe of 
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L meant am' for avro, not for aire. Only, here too, we must guard against 
overrating the constancy with which L observes its general rule (as exemplified 
by Suv' for Suva, in 408, etc.) The reviewer says : — ' Elided <l»!fii 720 and alaxpa 
1046 are written in such a way as to throw no light on the question.' True, as 
regards the a'wxpa (where the a has been erased, and its accent left) ; but not 
as regards the <j>VP-'h which is written (jty/j.' by the first hand (p. 57b, line 19 from 
top). A similar instance, I may observe, is Ph. 450 xPV aT '- I n L the circum- 
flex, when due to the first hand, is usually small and crescent-shaped ; when 
due to the corrector, it is more often of an angular form. The latter is the 
case in Ant. 473 o-Kkfip' : the left and right limbs of the circumflex are from 
different hands, and it looks to me as if the first hand had written ok7it/p'. As 
to O. T. 834 OK.vrjp' (made from oKvfip'), the heavy grave accent is probably from 
another hand than the first ; but in any case it certainly is not 'a mere oblite- 
ration.' One more remark. I doubt whether the point which L has after trarayof 
in Ant. 125 can safely be taken as 'showing that "Apeo( was not construed 
with irarayog.' One illustration from this play will suffice. In L vv. 55-57 
are pointed thus : — rptTov 6* adetyo) M>o> • filav nad' yfispav \ avroKTovovvre • r&> 
raAanrapa fiopov • | koivov Kartipyaaavr' etc. The points after 6va and, avroKro- 
vovvtz might possibly be regarded as equivalent to commas ; but the point 
after fiopov cannot mean that any one did not construe fiopov with koivov nareip- 
yacavr'. 

One or two of the defects noticed by the reviewer (including the omission 
to notice ixdpaviji in Ant. 93) have already been amended in my second ed. of 
the Antigone (1891), which came out too late to be available for his use ; but 

these things are of small moment. 

R. C. Jebb. 
Cambridge, Englanb, 
April 30, 1891. 



